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ABSTRACT i - 

'1 This document proposes specific dh^nges in the 
'C2?alif ornia Education Code which would prescribe minmum standards for 
the formaticjn of public community colleges. The Code r^^gjvlations 
wouldvdefine "college", require the assessment of local need^s and 
preferences before the establishment of a new college, provide ^ 
objectives for the formation of new college programs and services^ 
present criteria for seiecting ah appropriate delivery system, 
require districts to consider -alternatives to hew college 
construction for the delivery of the saime programs and services, and 
.recommend district identif ication of proposed sources of funding for 
both short-- and long-term operations. In an appended paper, a 
sta'te-ievel role and process for^ community college planning is 
proposed* A comprehensive f ive^ye^ar plSn is proposed to provide the 
basis for the Board's legislative, capital outlay, and fihahce 
■programs, and for apportionment and program allocation and review 
administration by the Chancellor 'sVoff ice. This five-year plan wouW 
-be developed by a Chance:llor* s Of f ice Task Force, , which would be 
, responsible for analyzing ail releva^nt information, identifying 
short-term and long-term problems, and recommending solutions and 
policy dixecJb:ijQns^,for^^approvaL the Board. The content, 
time-schedule, and evaluation niethodsj for a five-year plan are 
discussed. (DC) ^ I ; 
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Summary ^ ^ ^ . / 

1. The Board of Governors is Required to establish mi n fraum sta/idards * 
for use by district boards in forming Communi y Colleges, / 

2. Th4S item presents, for Board consideration, Title 5 regulations 
that would establish such standa'rds, ^/ 

3. Related issues concerning the Board's role in plannin'g and program 
review are a 'so discussed. 



/ 



/ 
/ 



Recommendations 



/ 



./ 



1. The Chairman of the Board should declare a publ i,c hearing for 
.testimony on the proposed regulations^ y 

2 The Board should adopt the proposed Title 5 regulations estab- 
lishing minimum standards for foi-rning new Comijiunity Colleges. 
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. ABSTRACT 

The Board of Governors has prescribed numerous minimum standards for ^ 
col lege, operation in carrying out its many Education Code responsibilities. 
The Board, however, has not prescribed minimum standards for district boards 
to use in forming new colleges. This item proposes Title ^ regulations for 
Board cons i deration' to estab! ish ^such standards for local use. 

The suggested sfandards should be sufficiently general as to apply to the 
varying kinds of .Community College service areas throughout the state. The"^ 
standards are prescribed for use by local boards in deciding on college 
formation and, therefore, specify factors important to that decision: (a) 
the educational needs and preferences of individuals in the area to be 
served, (b) programs and services designed toward those needs and preferences 
and (c) means of delivering and evaluating such programs. and services. Uni- 
form quantitative threshholds have been avoided in favor of more flexible 
considerations oriented' to local decisipn-makina. Presumably," a correct 
decision would result when the standards are rigorously applied to problems 
and conditions specific to the community service area. 

Beyond prescribing minimum standards, the Code is silent about the Board's 
role in the local formation of new Community Colleges. Several factors 
suggest the Board should review and comment on local decisions to forip new 
cpl leges and perhaps new campuses and off-'Campus centers as well. This role, 
however, must be consist^ent wUh the legal mandation to preserve^ local preror 
(jatives in the management of Cal ifprnia Community Col leges. 

The Board must review and approve district facility and academic plans, prog 
and courses, along with administering State School Fund apportionments, 
Construction Act, and numerous other programs. Staff are designing an annua 
planning process, focusing on the development of a 5-year Community College 
:plan, for Board consideration this fall. Board activities regarding new 
col leges, campuses, and off-campus centers could take, place within this 
• annual planning process. 



\ 
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Background , — - 

The Education Code requires the Board of Governors to establish minimym 
standards for use by disirict boards in forming Community Colleges, 
This item addresses thi's requirement by^'proposi ng Title 5 regulations 
for Board adoption. Establishing minimum standards is the primary 
Jlbjeeti^e oi this., item, 

. •■ * . 

Current developments also suggest the need to clarify the Boa'rd role in 
review of new colleges, campuses, and possibly off-campus operations. 
This item, therefore, also discusses the Board's role in planning and 
program review particularly of local boards' decisions to form new 
campus and off^-campus operations. 

A possible state- level roie in planning, now being reviewed for further 
refinements, is- described in Appendix A, ' . 



- Standards 

The Board is specifically required to: \' 

' - ' 

"prescribe minimum standards for the formation and operation 
of public community colleges and exercise generaJ supervision 
over public community colleges." , 

Numerous other Code sections are exjjiicit about the Board's role in reviewing 
and approving plans, programs, courses, and facilities for colleges. /Adminir 
stration of these other sections appears to constitute the exercise of general 
supervision during which many minimum standards, fqr col lege operation have 
been prescribed. Only those minimum standards for:;the formation of coljeges 
remain to be prescribed by the Board. 

Such standards inay be: 

(a) very specific or 

(b) general; 
descriptive of 

(c) the character of college operations, 

(d) factors important in deciding to form a new college, or 



(e) both; and 



app liable to 



(f) campuses, 

(g) off-campus operations, or 

(h) both. 
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The unique character of each college service area suggests that the stan-'< 
dards be sufficiently general as to apply throughout the state Prescribed 
^tn mums That are too narrow or specific could well constrain nnovat.v.e -and 
elective means of providing educational services to a particular community. 

Bv law, these srandards are prescribed' for use by local boards in deciding 
on coMege formation.- Consequently, the standards .hould specify factors 
important to that decision: ' 

(a) the educational needs and preferences of individual^ in 
the area(s)' to be served, 

(b) ' programs-'and services designed toward those needs and 

preferences, and ■ . 



(c) alternative means of delivering such programs and services. 

Presumably, /a correct decision would result when the standards had been rigor- 
ously appl/ied: where educational needs and preferences are accurately 
auan^ifie/d and qualified, programs and services designed to be relevant to 
Those n^ds and preferences^ and system(s) selected that most ef fact lyehy and, 
IquHa^Vdeliver programs and services to students within the service area. 

-In tKis context, the minimum standards would comprehensively omphasize^the 
fuir range of concerns relevant to planning new coUege operations,^ incor- 
o/at ng'the anticipated character of college operations wi.ere necessary or 
Sprtion of the best delivery system^hi addit-ion, college goals and ob.- 
Xitiv's sCd brsifficiently spe^ that the success with which .needs and 
/preferences are met may be evaluated. 

^ Most prior requests by Community College districts to establish new colleges 
have been accompanied by requests to begin the capital f,/^:^'\ 
campus. Consequently, the major decision criteria were those ^J+^^f 
■?he state construction program. Education Code Sections 20050 through 2008:?, 
and tie Board's roie in approving new Communi-ty Col lege academic programs, 
iSucatton Code Sect^ion 199. Thus, gliven the appropriateness of C^^J'^^^ 
CoMege programs proposed, the major state level <=°"f ^".J^^ Vnhvslcal 
• increLinglo±aJ:,Si.strict enrol Iment, and provisio,n of f^^I'^'^";, ^/'^^^^^ 
facilities.^ It is clear that this planning mode is outdated. While growtn 
conin!es! the major problem is' not to anticipate explos ve growth as in the 
196^1" but rather anticipate and respond to shifts in ^^e character and 
ocattin of population within a district's service area. Standard solutions 
'uch as bu Ming new permanent faci l ities are -being augmented by more f I exi b I e 
arranaemenls using thg latest technologies, including leasing satel ite 
facrmirs! programed learning packages, independent stud.y.,^m^d. a such as 
iellv sion and computer-assisted instruction), comprehensive/ I earn i ng 
Ipinurce cen?ersThat replace the traditional library, innovative approaches 
™n e g d' :.dance, "open colleges" and, indeed -1 1 age operat lon^^ 
that may take place without any observable permanent physical facilities. 

mileaes tvoically have operated with a campus and, more and more, a ""fj^^r 
ototf-campSs centers or satel I ites. It is possible also that an accredited 
coltlqe coS^d operate without a campus in the traditional sense Future 
S very system selections likely will more often i nvol ve. f I ex i b I e commun.ty- 
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based arrangements and less offen involve the traditional campus. Consequently,. 
tQ be most useful to district governing boards, Ihe minimum standards might 
well be such as to apply to a variety of planning decisions, including 
off-campus, as well as. campus, operations. The specific standards have 
been developed within the foregoing framework. 

Minimum standards for determining educational needs and preferences of a com- 
munity, for example, would call tor: ' * 

(a) projections of enrollment demand for the defined service area, 
taking= into account projected and p lanned enrollments o.f nearby' 
postsecondary institutions offering similar programs and services, 

(b) projected- manpower requirements in the designated service area 
and broader region, likewise taking into account possible man- 
power supply generated by the same set of nearby institutions, and 

(c) the specifically identitied college program and service preferences 
of individual's in the area to be serviced. ^ 



Board ro I e ' ^ f 

The Education Code is silent on the Board's role in formation of newicgllLeges^ 
White there is the requirement (being addressed by this item)^ that itie Board: 
prescribe minimum standards for the tormatTon of a new col-lege, there is QO - 
expl icit provision tor Board review, approval, comment, or other action with 
respect to a local board decjsion to form a new college. It is clear that 
""' authority for formation of a col lege, rests with the governing board of the 
district in. which it vyould be located. , ' 

Several factors suggest the logic of a def inite Board role in this -process. 
.-First, the Board is undertaking an annual planning process, tocusing 
*on development of a five-year plan (see Appendix A). Proposed new col lege 
^ operations might weM hi^ghlight such a plan. The Education Code now provides 
that the Board: ^ ' , 

"shall review and approve academic master plans 
and' master plans for facilities for each Com- . 
munity Col lege district". , 

Formation of a new college would be part of such plans and, at least indirectly, 
therefore, subject to Board review and approval, "he Board is a I'so required 
to advise local boards on the selection and acquisition of new campus sites. 

Second, tlie Board is required to review and approve programs and certain 
courses to be offered by Community College districts. Indeed, state funds 
may not be apportioned for? such programs or courses unless approval has been 
secured. 
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Finally, the California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) recently ^ 
adopted procedures to carry out its legal responsibility to review proposed 
new campus and off-campus centers and advise the Legislalure and Governor on 
the need for, and location of, same. While certain of the procedures appear 
beyond its legal authority, the Commission indicates J t will expect Board of . 
Governors "approval review" or . al I proposed new Community College campuses 
and certain off-campus centers. * . ' 

The Commission has defined such off-campus cen^-crs subject to its review as 
"those planned tor more than three years at a given location, and which (H 
will offer courses in several certificate and/pr degree programs, and/or (;2) 
'will have a head count enrollment of more than 500, and J3) will require 
funding for construction, acquisition, or lease. Those that will not require 
funding for construction, acquisition, or lease will be reported to the Com- 
mission for inventory and consideration for review." This definition appears 
to put CPEC into a position of revi.ewing district off-campus operations of a 
much smaller variety than appropriate even for Board review. In any event, 
the Board should be prepared w^\th, comment on such proposals. 

Thus, while the Code is not explicit, a definite Board role is suggested iln- 
review and comment on formation of new Community Col I eqes campuses and off-campus 
centers (scope of the latter, however, as yet undefined). This role may take 
place most appropriately within the annual planning process (see again 
Appendix A), emphasize inferdi strict concerns, and be implemented, it would, 
appear, without legislation. This Board role'should simply be consistent 
with the many other related Board responsibi I ities, including, among others,, 
review and approval of district academic and faci I ities. plans. 

• 

Proposed Regulations 

A resolution of the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges 
enacting Title 5 reguiations on new Community Colleges. 

Be it resolved by the Board of Governors of the Cai iforni a (Community Col leges, 
acting -under the autKori-ty of Sections 193 and 22650 of the Education Code, 
and implementing, interpreting, and making specific 22650 of the Education 
Code, and pursuan't to the Administrative Procedures Act, regulations in Title 
5 of the Cal ifornia. "Administrative Code are added, amended, or repealed as 
fol lows: 

First—Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 51^500) i^s added to Division 3; 
Part VI of Title 5 to read ?s follows. 

Chapter 10. New Colleges . " ' 

Section 51800. Responsibilities of boards of trustees: A Community 
College board of trustees planning the formation of a new college 
to be operated under the jurisdiction of the district, shall, as 
required by Section 22650 of the Education Code, employ the following 
standards', ... ' * * 

Section 51802. Definition of colleg'^e. As used in this chapter, 
"college!^ means a degree-granting institution intended to provide 
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jnstrudion through the fourteenth grade, including but nol Liraited 
to one or more, of the following categories: a) standard col^oiate 
courses for transfer to higher institutions; b) vocational and 
technical fields leading to einployment; or c) general or liberal 
ants courses and for which institution the disirict intends to 
obtain accreditation. 

Sec'|>ion' 5h804l Assessment of Needs and Preferences. 

A. The community area and character of individuals to be served 
should be adequately identified. 

B. Projections of potential enrollment demand in the service area 
should demonstrate significant unmet future need, taking into 
account plan^ of nearby secondary and postsecondary institutions. 

C. Significant community support should be evjdent. 

D. Preferences for Community College programs and services on 

^ the part of individuals in the service area should be identified. 

E. Present and future labor market requ i remenjt^s for trained man- 
power should.be identified for the proposed service area, a 
broader adjacent region, the state, and society in generals 

F. Projected manpower requirements and community program preferences 
should be reconc i:l'Gd, if possible. 

Section 51806. Objectives. ^ ^ 

A. Proposed college programs and services should be defected to the 
identified educational needs, and preferences of "the community 

to be served. 

B. Objectives of the proposed col Lege programs and services should 
be sufficiently specific that the-district board may evaluate the 
success with which needs and preferences are met. 

Section 51808. De I i very :Syste'ms. 

A. The proposed operation should, be the mqst effective and equitable 
of feasible delivery system alternatives for providing intended 
programs and services. 

B. Criteria for selecting the proposed delivery system should i'nclude 

u 

(1) accessibi I ity of programs and services io all individuafs 
in the service area. • V 

(2) content and quality of programs and services, and 

(3) cost of programs and services. 



C. Depending on the delivery system proposed, alternatives for 
providing the proposed programs and services sh.ould include, 
but need' not be i^'mited to:' 

(1) increased utilization of existing district resources, 

(2) forming a new col I ege,. campus, off-campus center.,, and/or 

' outreach satel lite(s)-, and/or ■ , • 

(3) use of media such as television, computer-assisted instruction 
or prpgrammed learning packages. 

Alternative delivery systems considered should be adequately 
■ decribed, generally mutually exclusvie, and limited to a manage- 
able number to facilitate analysisand review. 

• p. Proposed sources of funding for needed resources should be iden- 
tified for both short and long-term operations. 

Second~Th4se regulations mandate no new or added cost to local government 
wi/^n the meaning of Revenue and Taxation Code Section 2231 as they apply 
oft I y to Community College districts and are permissive in nature. 
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APPENDIX A 

PROPOSED STATE-LEVEL ROLE It^ 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE PLANNING^ 



Summary 



1 > 



This paper presents a proposed stat^-levol role in Ccnmunity College 
planning, discussing specifically (a) the rationale and primary issues" 
in Community College planning, (b) a possible state-level planning 
process, arrd 4c) the possible content and use. of a comprehensive five- 
year Community Col lege plan for California. 

Aside from the changing environment in which planning for colleges 
.is being-undertaken, there are several im^iortant procedural issues in 
defining a state-level role. 

State-level planning efforts should provide adequately for^Mr\pu+ from 
di'Stricts and colleges, along with state and federal agencies. Like- 
wise, white specific district and college pi anni ng. efforts should begin 
locally, identifying community needs and preferences, /here snould be 
procedures for appropriate , state- I eve (v- review and ai^S/lstance in this 
process- 



State-level Community College planning must be ef/ectively coordinated\ 



with. activities of several bther state-level agencies, such as the 
Gatifornia Postsecondary Education Co ssionyDepartment of Finance, 
and Department of Educdtiop. 




The planning orocess needs to be useful fo/both staterlevel and local 
college management activities if it is to/warrant the allocation of staff 
and other resofurces required for its cop.duct- 

Eftective comprehensive planning requires a mechanism for bringing to- 
gether the usually separate efforts/bf academic, occupational, facilities, 
H nance, and -access planning.- / 

Due to the jTiany complexities involved, the first comprehensive five-year 
plan likely will be somewhat condensed and the first-year planning process 
somewhat abbreviated as compared to efforts in future years. 



"Based on paper presented at February 19-20,1 1975 meeting of Board of 
Governors, California Community Colleges. 
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Rationale: Reasons for Planning 



Planning is typically future-oriented, identifies goals and objectives, 
^and selects th^^ans to achieve same. Consequently, it^should ease 
some of , the^^frf^blbms of college management. V/ith an adequate plan, new 
prpcTeSures or programs are not needed to solve problems.arising from , 
each new situation. Planning should also ease the problems of securing 
scarce public funding. Thoughtful consideration of al ternative a I locafioh 
of resources to accomplish agreed-upon objectives should provide better 
arguments in the competition for public support when education is under 
increasing question,, when there are new and increasing other demands for 
public funding, and when inflation exists in all sedtors. 

Planning a Iso^ provides the basis for determining how well we are doing; 
i le. , \eva I uat ion of performance or results, and should answer demands 
for "accountability." The process focuses on objectives and purposes. 
As a result, educators arj-e required to identify the present and future 
educatiunai preferences c^i individuals in.^communi ties and to forecast 
the future educational needs of individuals. Thus, Comrpunity Colleges 
.are virtuaJJ.y forced to p^^lan due to the nature of their educational* 
service: they provide educational opportunities^ training and develop- 
ment of individuals, the results qf :wl\^ich accrue over a lifetime. In 
this context, they need to\ look 5, 1-0, 20 years and longer down the road 
to anticipate as nearly as^possible the educational training fronri which 
individuals and society can best profit. i ^ 



\ 



Issues in^ Community Col lege \Planninq 



of faci I it ies to 
next decade of 



Planning, must shift from the\emphasis of the 1960's 
house spectac^ular growth to an emphasis during the 
increasing access through more effective and new de^l ivery systems. 
Concern exists and wil l incre^.se about meeting the jneeds of individuals 
who have not traditional ly attended postsecondary education. Their 
needs must be mef in ways olher than only the traditional college campus, 
rigid two year calendars, and standard classroom lecture approach. As 
growth slows, there should be more concern with shjfting dv^.mographics 
and specific character of subpopulat ions within a college's service 

area. - " - i i 

! > r 

The comprehensive Community Col lege concept needs to^i^e way to a 
concept of comprehensive community- based colTlege education. It is no 
longer only the college, but also a\ variety of other mfe^ns that are used 
to provide educational services to The community. Other\|Tieans include 
various media, neighborhood satellites, storefront operati'c^ns , mooi I e ^ 
units, and other kinds of Limited purpose centers along with, work expe- 
rience, cooperative education, c red it by. exami nation or for e^tra- 
collegiate experience, and use of community library resources' or any 
other useful and available of f-campus \faci I ity . The Community College 
in 



effect becomes a community educatioliaj contractor, using «'ts 



own 



campus plus any other community. resource appropriate to me^r its objectives, 

11 
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Community College education needs fo -be directed to multiple adult- 
roles, not only 'career education, but also to other adult roles (some- 
times termed "whole person training"). . Some enrol lees are already 
trained and simply want to become better citizens.,, voters, and consumers. 
It is expected that future lifestyle changes will resuH in time spent 
by the average individual on vocatiohar-purstrits decreasing by one-third 
by the year 2000. There ,wi I I be an increasing need for training . 
avocations and .use of recreational arid leisure time. General educatidn 
is needed folr the earlier assumption of adulf roles by youngsters due to 
lowering the age-of-majority and earlier assumption of legal .resp^si- _ 
bilities and independence from parents. , ' 

College -programs need more options in the time required and .possible 
outcoines. Communify College students have long since ceased to be the. 
fiiM-'time, recenf high school graduate, attend i ng_duri ng the day.. Seven 
o? 10 in California attend part-ti^rhe^, working either part or full-tune. 4 
AtH'east one-fourth of all students dre over thirty years of age. Many , 
have limited objectives (some as littl^^.as one course), some are uncertain 
of \their needs, and there ar^ numerous "stop outs" who later return. It/ 
appears that only a -ninority of students undertake programs that resemble 
th9se contained\|n off icial college catalogs. . |. - 

Planning must be comprehensive. Academic^' f aci I it ies, occupational, f iscal, 
and access planning must be conducted simultaneously for' effect ive f ■ 
allocation and distribution of col lege .resources. Traditionally, academic 
planning dealt with" outcome.s, fiscal and facilities planning with resources 
and inputs, and access had^'to do with^he distribution of opportunities. 
SeLdom were the several efforts conducted together,, and as a- result 
effective decisions were made more by intuition and accident than by 
^design. In addition, state, regional, and 'Jocal planning needs to be 
integrated so that local planning is responsive to community, needs and 
preferences but at the same time consistent with overall state objectives. 

|.n particular, planning at the state-level Chancellor's Office and for 
the Board of Governors needs to tie academic,- student, and facilities 
"planning together with occupat.iona 1 planning and apportionments and 
budgWing. In addition, the planning process should be one that pro- 
vid^s^-useful input to administration of '.program reviev/ and approval 
responsXbil ities of the Office and not just another^^chore of dubious 
value, "rhe planning needs to be useful aS^weli in wc^rkipg with other 
state and edera I- level agencies and loca l\d istr icts and colleges. 
In particular, the planning process needs tp reflect the existing 
dif fere.tiafion of function bel ween ■ state and local agencies in planning 
and managing California Community Colleges. The Education' Code charges 
the Board of Governors with general respons i bi I i fy for "leadership and 
direction in ihe continuing development of Community Colleges ... main- 
taining and continuing, to^,;^he maximum degree permissible, local auto- 
noroy and control in the administration of Communify Colleges. 
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the Board of Governors with general responsibility for "leadership>and 
direction in the continuing deveiopnont of Comrpunity Colleges ... main- 
taining and continuing, to the maximum degree permissible, local auto- 
nomy and control in the^ *,admini strati on of Community Colleges, 



Planning Rrocess: General 



The focus of a possible planning ppcess v/ould .be-the development of a 
comprehensive five-year plan by a Chancellor's Office Task Force each 
spring. The ;task force would analyze all relevant information, including 
district plans, program and budget "proposa I s, rorecasts of needs', and 
stated goals and objectives. Short-ter:n and long-term problems would be 
i*dentified and highlighted -^-'ons and policy directions recommended 

This. pi an could be presents^ c card of Governors each June for 

approval as a preliminary ds if. 

During theLJ^t^ summer, early fall, other state^level agencies, interest, 
groups^ and local districts would haye the opportunity to comment upon 
the prel\iminary plan. At the same tJme the plan could form the basis 
for negotiations wi,1;hi the California Po^tsecondary Educafion Commission 
(QPEC), Dgpartment;^f Finance., and other agencie^^ on spec! f ic proposals. 
Responses 'to the.PrelJiTiinary Plan and results of negotiations, could then 
be used'^for possible revision of the document. It would then be submitted 
to the Board tor approval and use as a final document at the end of the 
year. 

Planning Procesj. Timing 



January 

May 
June ^ 



Chancellor's Office Task Forc^ 'takes relevant information, 
analyzes with help of Technical/Advisory Committee, and '\ 
develops comprehensive 5-year plan for California Community 
Col leges. _ \ . 

Preliminafy version of plan Is presented to Board of : 
Governors for app^^ova I . . ■ 



July 



Preliminary Plan sub-nitted to other state-level agencies^^ 
and distributed to interest groups and Districts and 
Col I eges. 



August Response to Preliminary Plan made by ofher' state- level 

September agencies, i nterest groups. Districts and Colleges,' 

October Revision of Preliminary Plan as appropriate based upon 

November response and results of negotiations wi-th other state- 

I evah agenc ies. 



December 



January 



Revised fikan presented 



Final Plan rs. distributed to same agencies. 



Next planning round 4S 



fo Board for approval. Approved 



initiated by Task Force, beginning 



with Final Pla^n.from prior round 
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Pli^nninq Process: Participants 



Ef forts>r-«-unitiated by a Chancellor's Office Planning Task Froce maoe 
up of Deans, Cfri-^fls, or comparable level position from each of the 
operating areas: ^ 

Tfec'hnical Advisory C^mittee (made up of persons f rom Oi stri cts. Col leges, 
and possibly state- 1 eve I agencies) would provide suggestions, technical 
advice, comment's, " and assist in' plan development. 

The ChanceJIor'l Office Executive Staff would review progress and Cabinet 
would review and give ^inal approval to preliminary and final proposals. 

Usual review and advice would be provided by Presidents/Superintendents / 
and Chancellor's Advisory Committee during preliminary plan development./ 
. In addition, ai'stricts and Colleges and others -would have opportunity / 
in July, Augdst, September and October to review and comment upon / 
Prel ifpinary Plan. ' . ' . 

< .1 

Planning Process: Use 

The Plan would contain recom/nended policy dtrections and solutions to 
short-term and long-term problems of high priority. The Plan could 
provide the basis for the Board's legislative, capital outlay, and 
f inance programs. It also could be used for administration of Chancel lor s 
Office apportionments, capital outlay;, vocational education aMpcations, 
extended -opportunity .progr'ams and services, credent ia I i ng and academic 
' program review and approval responsibilities. The Plan should discharge 
responsibility 'to CPEC and assist districts and colleges in their own 
planning and budgeting efforts. 



Content of Plan ■ j ■ ^ 

The content of the plan could be indicative of the activities of the 
Task Force and Technical Advisory Committee,, i nc I ud i ng >for examp le.: 
discussion of background, policy summary, needs assessment, .goals and 
objectives, delivery syst.ems, and evaluation. 

Background 

Organization, intent, and uses of plan' are specified. Planning 
' / process is"explained in context of differentiation of college _ 
- planning and ma nageme^'f between state agencies and local districts, 

Pol icy summary 

This section identifies short-term and long-term problems of highest 
priority and discusses possible solutions. Policy directions for short- 
1;erm (1976-77) and long-term ( 1 977- 1 981 ) • are recommended . 
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Needs Assessment 



1 

Needs' assessment includes evaluation of pa|.t .nnd present success 
(or lack thereof) in achieving Community Collegia-goals and objec- 
tives (see further discussion below). Also presonfed are analyses 
of present and future trends in (a) Communify College enrollment 
demand;^ .(b) character of individual and community /preferences for 
col lege \ educational services; (c) manpower, ' labor market requirements; 
and (d)lgeneral societal coKidit ions, i ncl udi ng migral ion patterns, 
division of ti^e between vocation, avocation, recreation, and 
leisure'. | - 

Goals and Objectives 

Goals and specific objectives of comprehensive community-based' 
college operations in California are discussed. These may be 
derived from the general college mission to provide educational 
services, specific^tly training for technical and/or para or 
subprof essionai occupations, .pretraining for professional occupations, 

general; education,' and community educational services. In geneca.!:,- 

goals and. objectives are either, (a) output, (b) process, or (c) 
access^-oriented. Both state and local goals and objectives are 
developed for the Board, Chancellor's Office, and Community Colleges 
.generally. These should be framed I'TT^context of (a) higher leve^^^^^_^ 
goals for all California public services and (b) f edera I /staJ:.eAl'6ca I 
goals. ~~~ -^^^^^ 

Del ivery systems ^"^^ 

Program and resource organization, management and utilization is 
discussed. Elements of required district academic, facility, 
EOPS plans are summarized by district, region, and program. 
District and cojiege "prof i I es" cou Id be ineuded. Present and 
future trends in educational delivery syster^s such as teaching and 
counseling technologies and organization of 'programs in outreach . 
centers are analyzed for relevance to Community Colleges. 

Presents utilization and need for staff, facilities; and other 
recources used in college operations; also resource ac^Jisition: ^ 
trends in financing and sources of income for capital and operating 
budgets; issues such as fees, state/local sharing of public support, 
federal funding are analyzed. 

Evaluation 

Presents results of recent' studies and evaluations (such as COPES, 
E0P5, 'accreditations) that bear upon college performance, i.e., 
success in achieving objebtives outlined in earlien sectiop. 
General criteria used to evaluate success are "resource allocation": 
Are we providing the right kind of services in a technically efficient 
' fashion? And '^resource distribution": Are our services accessible 
to all individuals in the community who might profit therefrom? 
Discusses strategy for future evaluations of (a) success in 
meeting stafe-level and general college objectives and (b) results 
from the Plan's recommendations if implemented. 

.1:5 



